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Mr. Stewart, from the Committee on Claims, submitted the following 

REPORT. 

[To accompany S. 1387.] 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1387) 
to refund internal-revenue taxes paid by owners of private dies, having 
considered the same, beg to report as follows: 

A bill identical with the one now under consideration was favorably 
reported by your committee in the Fiftieth, Fifty-first, Fifty-second, 
Fifty-fifth, Fifty-sixth, and Fifty-seventh Congresses, and passed the 
Senate each time. In the Fifty-fifth Congress it was attached to the 
omnibus-claims bill which passed the Senate. 

This case is a very meritorious one and the claims ought to be paid. 
Your committee concur in the views expressed in the report made in 
the Fifty-seventh Congress, adopt said report as a part hereof, and 
recommend the passage of the bill. 

The report in the JB ifty-seventh Congress (No. 1753) is as follows: 
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Senate Report No. 1753, Fifty-seventh Congress, first session. 

Mr. Stewart, from the Committee on Claims, submitted the following 

REPORT. 

[To accompany S. 3975.] 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (S. 3975) 
to refund internal-revenue taxes paid by owners of private dies, hav¬ 
ing considered the same, beg to report as follows: 

A bill of the same character was favorably reported by your com¬ 
mittee in the Fiftieth, Fifty-first, Fifty-second, and Fifty-fifth Con¬ 
gresses and passed the Senate each time. In the latter Congress it 
was attached to the omnibus claims bill and passed the Senate, but the 
House did not concur therein. 

A brief statement of the case is as follows: 
This is a consolidated claim by various firms and individuals against 

the Government for the payment of certain moneys deducted from the 
commission allowed by law to certain persons who furnished their own 
private dies for printing revenue stamps. The internal-revenue acts 
allowed a commission of 10 per cent in certain cases in favor of persons 
who furnished their own dies and purchased “at one time” stamps to 
the amount of “over $500” (Rev. Stat., sec. 3425). But the internal- 
revenue officers adopted an interpretation of these statutes which allowed 
and paid such commissions in stamps, which was equivalent to 9 per 
cent only in such cases. One per cent of the commission allowed was 
thus withheld. The pretext for this action was that the commission of 
10 per cent which the statutes allowed on the purchase of stamps was 
payable not in money by abatement from the face value of the stamps 
purchased, but in stamps at their face value. 

The practice of withholding this part of the commission was not 
abandoned until 1882, nor until after it was discountenanced and 
declared illegal by two decisions of the United States Supreme Court. 
When these decisions were recorded, the Treasury Department, which 
had withheld the commissions, found itself without means to refund 
them. There is no appropriation available for the purpose; and, besides, 
the commissions having been withheld by the predecessors of the pres¬ 
ent incumbents of the Treasury offices, the account can not now be 



REFUND OF CERTAIN INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXES. 3 

reopened, under the rules of the Department, without authority of law. 
The Treasury Department under former administrations has approved 
the enactment of a law to provide the means for the payment of the 
commissions. 

The aggregate amount of the claims allowed is $153,526.37. 
Your committee concur in the views expressed in the report made 

by Mr. Spooner in the Fifty-first Congress and readopted in the Fifty- 
second, make it a part hereof, and recommend the passage of the bill. 

The report is as follows: 
The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (S. 236) for the relief of 

William Bond & Co. and others, respectfully submit the following report: 
A similar hill to this was favorably reported to the Senate in the Fiftieth and Fifty- 

first Congresses, and passed the Senate in the last-named Congress. The conclusions 
arrived at in the report adopted in the Fifty-first Congress are concurred in by your 
committee, who adopt that report as a part hereof, and recommend the passage of 
the bill. 

[Senate Report No. 321, Fifty-first Congress, first session.] 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (S. 246) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury and the proper accounting officers to restate, settle, and 
pay to the owners of private dies the balance of commissions due them, respectfully 
submit the following report: 

A similar bill was favorably reported from this committee at the first session of the 
Fiftieth Congress. The report, which is hereby adopted, was as follows: 

A similar bill has been reported from the Committee on Claims of the House of 
Representatives at this session. The report, which is adopted by this committee, is 
as follows: 

REPORT. 

Prior to the year 1883 the Treasury Department withheld, from certain persons who 
furnished their own private dies for printing revenue stamps, a part of the commis¬ 
sions allowed by law. The Supreme Court of the United States had twice decided 
that the commissions so withheld were illegally withheld, first on appeal from a 
judgment rendered by the Court of Claims dismissing a petition on demurrer, and 
again on appeal from a judgment on the merits in the same case. 

After the first decision was made, the Secretary of the Treasury recommended to 
Congress the enactment of a statute providing for the payment of the commissions 
withheld, and transmitted to the House of Representatives a draught of such a meas¬ 
ure. But, at the request of the Assistant Attorney-General, who had concluded to 
try the same case upon a traverse of the petition, he subsequently suspended his rec¬ 
ommendation, to await the result of the second trial. The second trial having resulted 
in a second judgment by the Supreme Court declaring the commissions to have been 
illegally withheld, the Secretary of the Treasury and the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue have both officially indicated their approval of legislation to authorize the 
payment of commissions so withheld. 

This case, then, is exceptional in character. It is not the case of an ordinary claim 
against the United States. The Supreme Court having pronounced the withholding 
of the commissions illegal, the Treasury Department, which withheld the commis¬ 
sions, finds itself without the means to refund them. There is no appropriation 
available for the purpose; and, besides, the commissions having been withheld by 
[the] predecessors of the present incumbents of the Treasury offices, the account can 
not now be reopened, under the rules of the Department, without authority of law. 
The Treasury Department therefore approves the enactment of a law to provide the 
means for the payment of the commissions. 

The questions presented is not whether Congress shall empower the Treasury 
Department to investigate and settle an ordinary claim against the United States, but 
whether Congress will adopt the recommendation by the Treasury Department of 
such legislation as shall enable that Department to pay specific commissions which 
have been unlawfully withheld, which commissions that Department finds itself 
unable to pay for want of the necessary appropriation, and by reason of the Depart¬ 
ment rule which interdicts the opening of old accounts by new officers. 
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The following is a statement, in detail, of the facts of the case. The internal- 
revenue act allowed a commission of 10 per cent in certain cases in favor of persons 
who furnished their own dies and purchased “at one time” stamps to the amount of 
“ over $500 ” (Rev. Stat., sec. 3425). But the internal-revenue officers, adopting an 
erroneous interpretation of these statutes, allowed and paid such commissions in 
stamps, which was equivalent to 9 per cent only in such cases. One per cent of the 
commission allowed was thus withheld in violation of the provisions of the statutes. 
The pretext for this illegal action was that the commission of 10 per cent which the 
statutes allowed on the purchase of stamps was payable, not in money by abate¬ 
ment from the face value of the stamps purchased, but in stamps at their face value. 

The first decision of the Supreme Court disapproving of this construction of the 
statutes was made near the close of the term which commenced in October, 1881, in 
the case of Swift Company v. The United States (105 U. S., 691). Soon after this 
judgment of the Supreme Court was rendered the Secretary of the Treasury sent to 
the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives 
the following communication: 

Treasury Department, June 8, 1882. 
Sir: I have the honor to inclose herewith the draught of a bill prepared by the 

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, authorizing the refunding of money to parties who 
have overpaid for their private die stamps, by reason of the former mode of comput¬ 
ing and allowing their commission on purchase of said stamp, under section 3425 of 
the Revised Statutes, which mode, though in force about twenty years, has recently 
been decided by the Supreme Court of the United States to be erroneous, as you will 
see by the inclosed copy of the opinion of the court in the case of the Swift & Court¬ 
ney & Beecher Company, appellants, vs. The United States. The Commissioner has 
changed the mode of computing and allowing such commissions in conformity with 
this decision, and it would seem to be just that the amounts which have been over¬ 
paid should be refunded, as proposed by the Commissioner. If the inclosed bill meets 
the approbation of the committee, I would respectfully suggest that it be incorpo¬ 
rated in some appropriation bill, or other appropriate bill, now pending, to insure its 
passage at the present session. 

Very respectfully, 
Chas. J. Folger, Secretary. 

Hon. Frank Hiscock, 
Chairman Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives. 

The following is the draught which was inclosed in the foregoing communication 
of the Secretary of the Treasury: 

“The Commissioner of Internal Revenue is hereby authorized, upon proof satis¬ 
factory to him, to refund, out of any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appro¬ 
priated, and pay back to those proprietors of articles named in Schedule C of the 
internal-revenue acts approved July 1, 1862; Schedule C of the internal-revenue act 
approved June 30, 1864, and Schedule A, following section 3437 of the Revised Stat¬ 
utes of the United States, or in either of them, or in any amendment thereof, who 
furnished their own dies or designs for internal-revenue stamps to be used especially 
for their own proprietary articles, all moneys received from such proprietors for 
such stamps imprinted from such dies or designs, which under a misconstruction 
of the statutes relating to discounts and commissions were in excess of the amount 
required therefor by law. But no claim for the refunding of such moneys shall be 
allowed by said Commissioner unless the same shall have been presented to him 
within one year next after the passage of this act.” 

The Assistant Attorney-General decided to traverse the petition in the Court of 
Claims, and to try the cause upon its merits. At his request, the Secretary of the 
Treasury suspended the recommendation which he made in the foregoing communi¬ 
cation until the ascertainment of the result of this second trial. After the second 
trial the case went again to the Supreme Court upon appeal, and in 1884 that court 
again disapproved the construction of the statutes which had been adopted by the 
revenue officers, and again held that 1 per centum of the commissions allowed by 
law had been illegally withheld. This case is Swift Company v. United States (111 
U. S., 22). 

Since the rendition of the last judgment of the Supreme Court the Secretary of the 
Treasury has transmitted to the chairman of the Committee on Claims of the House 
of Representatives the following communication: 

Treasury Department, March 28, 1886. 
Sir: In reply to your letter of the 19th instant in regard to the bill (H. R. 241) to 

authorize payment of balance of commissions due to owners of private dies, I have 
the honor to say that the records of this Department disclose nothing which is not 
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fully set forth in the documents inclosed by you (herewith returned) and in the two 
decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States (105 U. S. R., 691 and 111 U. 
S. R., 102). Accepting these decisions, I concur in the expression of the Commis¬ 
sioner of Internal Revenue (whose letter to me of the 22d instant is inclosed) that I 
see no objection to the passage of the bill. 

Respectfully, yours, C. S. Fairchild, 
Acting Secretary. 

Hon. Wm. M. Springer, 
Chairman Committee on Claims, House of Representatives. 

In the foregoing communication of the Secretary of the Treasury was inclosed the 
following letter from the Commissioner of Internal Revenue: 

Treasury Department, Office of Internal Revenue, 
Washington, March 22, 1886. 

Sir: Referring to letter of Hon. William M. Springer, chairman of the Committee 
on Claims, House of Representatives, inclosing bill and other papers relative to claim 
of private die owners for the refund to them of certain commissions withheld by this 
office, Which were referred, under date of the 20th instant, by Assistant Secretary 
Fairchild, with the request that I return the papers with report as to whether I would 
recommend the passage of the bill, I have to state that the records of this office show 
that certain commissions were withheld from owners of private dies for stamps pur¬ 
chased by them in excess of the amount which the Supreme Court of the United 
States in the case of the Swift & Courtney & Beecher Company decided should be 
allowed, and I know of no reason why the parties having such claims should not be 
reimbursed the amount thus withheld. I therefore see no objection to the passage of 
the bill. The papers in the case are herewith returned. 

I have the honor to be, very respectfully, 
H. C. Rogers, Acting Commissioner 

Hon. Daniel Manning, 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

On the 21st day of February, 1888, the Acting Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
transmitted to the committee the following communication: 

Treasury Department, Office of Internal Revenue, 
Washington, February 21, 1888. 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receiptof your letter of the 16th instant, 
in which you ask that the Committee on Claims be furnished with an estimate of 
the amount that would be required to pay claims under the provisions of bill 
inclosed (H. R. 1268), “to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury and the proper 
accounting officers to restate, settle, and pay to the owners of private dies the bal¬ 
ance of commissions due them.” 

You also ask for a statement of any facts in possession of this office touching the 
cause of the withholding of the commissions in the bill mentioned from the different 
claimants for the same, and state that any suggestions I may be pleased to make 
concerning the propriety of the proposed legislation will be duly appreciated. 

In reply I state that the section 3425, Revised Statutes, provided for certain com¬ 
missions to be paid to owners of private dies on purchase of stamps from their dies, 
as follows: 

On amounts purchased at one time of not less than $50 nor more than $500, 5 per * 
centum; and on amounts over $500, 10 per centum of the whole amount purchased. 

This office held that the commissions above referred to were payable in stamps, 
and they were so paid until the Supreme Court of the United States, in the case of 
the Swift & Courtney & Beecher Company, decided that the same should be allowed 
in money, and not in stamps. 

The face value of stamps issued to owners of private dies up to May, 1882, was 
$56,650,000. 
On which there was collected.-.$51,500,000 
The amount which should have been collected under the decision of the 

Supreme Court is. 50,985,000 

Excess collected. 515,000 
It is believed that judgments have been rendered in the Court of Claims in favor 

of a number of of claimants for reimbursement of amounts paid in excess, and that 
some of the judgments have been paid; the amount outstanding, therefore, and for 

S R—58-2—Vol 6-12 
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which an appropriation will be necessary in case of the passage of the bill, would be 
$515,000, less the amount paid on account of such judgments. 

This office has no record of the amount paid. The Supreme Court of the United 
States, in the case of the Swift & Courtney & Beecher Company, before referred to, 
decided that the amount withheld by this office should be allowed. 

It would seem to be equitable and just that the amount withheld from others on 
account of such commissions should also be allowed. 

I see no objection to the passage of the bill. 
Respectfully, E. Henderson, 

Acting Commissioner. 
Hon. Frank T. Shaw, 

Member of the Committee on Claims, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

The amount required to pay these claims is $350,142.59, as follows: 
Excess collected by the Government, as shown by the Acting Commis¬ 

sioner’s letter of February 21,1888.$515,000. 00 
Less amount paid on judgments of the Court of Claims. 164,857.41 

Amount still due. 350,142. 59 
The reason why these claims have not all been paid at the Treasury, since the final 

decision of the Supreme Court, is that under the practice of the Treasury Depart¬ 
ment the Comptroller can not, under the practice of the Department, allow an ac¬ 
count which has been settled by a former Comptroller, even after a decision by the 
Supreme Court that such settlement was illegal. 

On the 27th of October, 1885, the First Comptroller of the Treasury, in an official 
letter to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, relating to a stamp account which 
had been presented for settlement, said: 

“It appears from the records in this office that three of my predecessors have passed 
upon similar accounts, and one of them, Mr. Tayler, has passed upon the account of 
Swift & Courtney. 

“Although the Supreme Court of the United States has decided that his statement 
was incorrect, as well as the statements of other Comptrollers on similar accounts, 
yet I am bound by their decisions. Should, however, a newr case involving the same 
principle be presented, I should follow the opinion of the Supreme Court. 

“ I have heretofore held in a number of cases that the decision of a question or 
the statement of an account by any one of my predecessors, when he had jurisdic¬ 
tion on the subject-matter, could not be reopened or restated, unless some mistake 
had been made by him in matters of fact arising from errors in calculation, or in 
cases of rejected claims material testimony is afterwards discovered and produced. 
No mistake in matters of fact arising from errors in calculation having been made by 
my predecessors in these accounts, or material testimony having been discovered or 
produced since their decisions, I can not reopen the same because of an error of judg¬ 
ment in regard to the law of the case, or their construction of the statutes.” 

The reason why the claimants have not all sued the United States in the Court of 
Claims is, that under the arrangement between the claimants and the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue then in office, the case of the Swift & Courtney and Beecher 
Company was made a test case, and the others were to abide the result. But that 
case was pending six years, and when it was finally decided the new Commissioner 
declined to carry out the arrangements of his predecessor, and the statute of limita¬ 
tions then barred these cases in the Court of Claims. Section 3425, Revised Statutes, 
provides that— 

“The proprietor of articles named in Schedule A, who furnished his own die or 
design for stamps to be used especially for hfs own proprietary articles shall be allowed 
the following commissions: On amounts purchased at one time of not less than fifty 
dollars nor more than five hundred dollars, five per centum, and on amounts over 
five hundred dollars ten per centum on the whole amount purchased.” 

The Supreme Courtof the United States decided unanimously that the money asked 
for by this bill was wrongfully taken from the owners of private dies. Three Secre¬ 
taries of the Treasury, three Commissioners of Internal Revenue, and the present First 
Comptroller of the Treasury have all signified their approval of some measure that 
will enable the accounting officers of the Treasury to return this money to its legiti¬ 
mate owners. H. R. bill No. 1268 was drawn up at the Treasury, and meets the 
approval of the accounting officers, and your committee, having examined into the 
matter very carefully, after taking into consideration the amount involved, have 
unanimously decided to report back the bill and recommend its passage. 
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Exhibit A. 

[Senate Document No. 147, Fifty-fourth Congress, second session.] 

Treasury Department, Office of the Secretary, 
Washington, D. C., February 18, 1897. 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of the 16th instant, 
inclosing Senate joint resolution No. 160, for the relief of William Bond & Co. and 
others. 

In reply I have the honor to transmit herewith copy of letter of the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue of the 17th instant, with statements marked “A” and “B,M 
prepared in his office. 

Respectfully, yours, 
J. G. Carlisle, Secretary. 

Hon. J. C. Burrows, 
United States Senate. 

Treasury Department, 
Office Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 

Washington, D. C., February 17, 1897. 
Sir: I have to honor to hand you herewith statements marked “A” and “ B,” from 

the official records of this office, of the accounts represented in the claims filed before 
this Bureau by Mr. C. H. Parsons for the benefit of certain owners of private dies, 
the amounts sought to be recovered in the claims being the difference between the 
amount of commissions allowed and paid to them in stamps and the amount they 
would have received if the commission had been computed and paid in cash. 

The statement marked “A” embraces the accounts of all the beneficiaries named 
in H. R. 5908 who have filed claims before this Bureau for the recovery of the balance 
of commissions alleged to be due and withheld. 

The statement marked “B” includes a list of claimants named in H. R. 5908 who 
do not appear to have filed any claims before this office and of claimants who, while 
claiming certain amounts to be due as commissions, have failed to furnish data as to 
purchases of stamps; also a list of claimants whose' accounts with this office for 
stamps furnished have been settled by an allowance of compromise after suit, or 
which remain unsettled, showing balance due the United States on account of 
stamps furnished. 

After diligent search and close examination of the files and records of this Bureau 
the two appended statements, A and B, are herewith submitted as giving the fullest 
information obtainable by this office as to the status of these accounts and the claims 
based upon the same. 

Respectfully, yours, W. S. Forman, 
Commissioner. 

The Secretary of the Treasury. 



Statement A. GO 

Name of claimants in House bill 5908 for the refunding of taxes paid 
by owners of private dies. 

Period cov¬ 
ered by 

purchases of 
stamps. 

Amount 
claimed 

to have been 
paid for 

stamps on 
which com¬ 
mission was 

paid in 
stamps. 

Amount 
of commis¬ 

sions 
claimed to 
have been 
withheld 
and to be 

due in cash. 

Amount 
allowed by 

Court of 
Claims. 

Balance 
claimed, as 
per House 
bill 5908. 

Amount of 
purchases 

specified in 
claim which 
have been 
verified in 
books of 
Office of 

Internal Rev¬ 
enue. 

Amount 
of commis¬ 
sions de¬ 

ducted on 
account of 
unverified 
purchases. 

Balance of 
commis¬ 
sions on 

purchases 
certified by 

Office of 
Internal 
Revenue. 

American Match Co.. 
Ayer & Co., Dr. J. C.. 
Barclay & Co.. 
Bendel & Co., B.. 
Bond, William. 
Brandreth, B. 
Brocket & Newton. 
Brown, Fred’k. 
Burnett & Co., Jos. 
Byam, Carlton & Co. 
Centaur Co. 
Clark Match Co. 
Cowles & Lech.. 
Crittenton, C. N.. 
Curtiss & Brown. 
Daily, M . 
Eaton, James. 
Eichele & Co., P. 
Excelsior Match Co.___ 
Fahenstock & Co., B. A... 
Fleming Bros. 
Gates, William.. 
Griggs, A. J.. 
Hall & Co., R. P. 
Hart & Co., Sam’ i. 
Hethrington, J. E.. 
Hiscox & Co.. 
Hull & Co., C. E. 
Husband, Thos. J.. 
Ives, P. T. 
Jayne & Son, Dr. D.. 
Johnson & Co., J. S ... 
Johnston, Holloway & Co 
Kennedy & Co. 
Lawrence A Cohen. 
Leete, C. S. 
Levy, John J. 

1874 to 1875 
1863 to 1882 
1868 to 1882 
1874 to 1882 
1877 to 1882 
1864 to 1882 
1872 to 1873 
1869 to 1882 
1870 to 1882 
1864 to 1881 
1876 to 1882 
1873 to 1876 
1865 to 1872 
1876 to 1882 
1866 to 1877 
1864 to 1872 
1866 to 1881 
1865 to 1878 
1875 to 1881 
1865 to 1867 
1863 to 1882 
1864 to 1877 
1868 to 1872 
1866 to 1882 
1866 to 1876 
1879 toi 882 
1876 to 1882 
1870 to 1875 
1865 to 1882 
1875 to 1881 
1862 to 1882 
1872 to 1882 
1874 to 1882 
1872 to 1882 
1865 to 1876 
1872 to 1875 
1867 to 1873 

835, 
917, 
33, 

318, 
20, 

406, 
28, 
74, 
43, 

3,560, 
37, 

129, 
108, 
39, 
21, 

445, 
793, 

1.455, 
144, 

10, 

131, 
2,494, 

136, 
221, 

408, 
9, 

10, 

12, 
43, 
78, 

663, 
47, 
27, 
33, 

409, 
50, 

122. 

863.65 
300.00 
250.00 
417.86 
000.00 
000.00 
000.00 
015.88 
350.00 
747.73 
302.00 
000.00 
452.56 
500.00 
150.00 
000.00 
500.00 
467.14 
627.33 
000.00 
000.00 
195.65 
875.00 
000.00 
100.00 
500.00 
200.00 
204.00 
110.00 
273.10 
531.00 
175.00 
000.00 
810.00 
145.46 
591.15 
S20.00 

8358. 
9,398. 

332. 
3,184. 

200. 

4,060. 
280. 
740. 
433. 

35,607. 
341. 

1,290. 
1,084. 

395. 
211. 

4,450. 
7,935. 

14,554. 
1,446. 

100. 
1,310. 

24,941. 
1,368. 
2,210. 

4,081. 
95. 

102. 
122. 

431. 
782. 

6,635. 
471. 
270. 
332. 

4,091. 
505. 

1,228. 

8918.00 
94.25 

2,600.00 
160.00 

2,060.00 

119.33 
183.60 

6,339.35 
301.50 
320.00 

375.00 

3,410.00 
6,044.73 
1,048.09 

1,837.14 

"iho.oo 

90.00 
40.08 

191.20 
696.78 

, 764.31 
192.00 
168.00 
205.36 

8500.00 
8,480.00 

238.25 
584.17 
40.00 

2,000.00 
280.00 
529.45 
249.90 

29,268.13 
190.85 
970.00 

1,148.53 
20.00 
52.88 

4,450.00 
6,506.50 

13,466.95 
408.18 
167.70 

1,360.00 
23,991.85 
1,365.00 
1,980.00 
4,811.10 

95.00 
12.00 

106.90 
239.90 
85.95 

4,871.00 
279.75 
102.00 
126.66 

4,091.44 
506.15 

1,226.95 

835, 
917, 

30, 
318, 

20, 

402, 
28, 
65, 
43, 

3,458, 
37, 

129, 
108, 
36, 

2, 

439, 
791, 

1,447, 
144, 

10, 

130, 
2,494, 

135, 
221, 

286, 
9, 

10, 

12, 
34, 
78, 

608, 
47, 
27, 
33, 

286, 
50, 

115, 

863.65 
300.00 
550.00 
417.86 
000.00 
500.00 
000.00 
104.00 
350.00 
009.00 
200.00 
000.00 
452.56 
000.00 
400.00 
500.00 
500.00 
245.03 
627.33 
000.00 
000.00 
195.65 
875.00 
000.00 
100.00 
500.00 
200.00 
204.00 
589.59 
273.10 
531.00 
175.00 
000.00 
810.00 
200.00 
591.15 
320.00 

$45.00 
27.00 

35.00 

‘89.’ 12 

1,027.38 
.27 

35.00 
187. 50 
65.00 
20.00 
82.22 

10.00 

‘‘“io.'oo' 

'i,'226:66' 

85.20 

'550.'66' 

$358.63 
8,435.00 

211.25 
584.17 
40.00 

1,965.00 
280.00 
521.71 
249.90 

28,240.75 
39.58 

970.00 
1,084.52 

1,229.45 

■■'■^OO' 

4 24. 
4,395. 
4,505. 
7,427. 

398. 
100. 

1,300. 
23,104. 
1,358. 
2,050. 
2,861. 

95. 
12. 

81. 
154. 

85. 
4,321. 

279. 
102. 

126. 
2,862. 

505. 
1.153. 
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Lord, C. W. (Lord & Robinson).. 
Lowe, Andrew S. 
McLean, Dr. J. H.. 
Merchants’ Gargling Oil Co.. 
Messenger, A.. 
Newbauer & Co. 
Newton, P. P.. 
New York Consolidated Card Co. 
Pierce, Ray Y.. 
Ransom, Son & Co., D. 
Richardson, D. M. 
Richardson Match Co. 
Roeber, H. & W.. 
Roeber, William. 
Schenck & Son, J. H. 
Schmitt & Schmittdie. 
Schwartz & Co., J. E. 
Schwartz & Haslett. 
Scoville & Co., A. L.. 
Stanton, H. 
Swift & Courtney.. 
Tappan, Herman. 
Tyler, E. R.. 
Vogeler & Co., A. 
Weedon, Jas. H.. 
Worlds’ Dispensary Medical Association, 

1870 to 1872 
1875 to 1882 
1868 to 1882 
1869 to 1882 
1866 to 1881 
1872 to 1882 
1877 to 1881 
1876 to 1882 
1870 to 1878 
1865 to 1882 
1864 to 1875 
1875 to 1878 
1866 to 1869 
1869 to 1880 
1865 to 1882 
1873 to 1880 
1874 to 1882 
1869 to 1873 
1870 to 1873 
1866 to 1881 
1864 to 1870 
1879 to 1882 
1867 to 1868 
1874 to 1882 
1872 to 1875 
1879 to 1882 

132,827.00 
16,320.00 

238,000.00 
86,270.00 

693,500.00 
508,900.00 
172,000.00 
443,650.00 
131,722.25 
110,190.00 

2,792,900.00 
898,050.00 
95,890.00 

1,063,710.00 
170,400.00 
334,104.75 
29,000.00 
16,000.00 
78,400.00 

469,200.00 
465,000.00 
44,500.00 
4,500.00 

193,830.00 
89,500.00 
54,380.00 

1,328.27 
163.20 

2,380.00 
862.70 

6,935.00 
5,089.00 
1,720.00 
4.436.50 
1,317.22 
1,101.90 

27,929.00 
8.980.50 

958.91 
10,637.00 
1,704.00 
3,341.04 

290.00 
160.00 
784.00 

4,692.00 
4,650.00 

445.00 
45.00 

1,938.30 
895.00 
543.80 

112.20 
1,030.00 

316.21 
2,040.00 
4,609.00 
1,560.00 
4,221.50 

348.00 
353.60 

4,250.00 
4,250.00 

5,826.00 
420.00 

1,058. 95 
200.00 

1,528.75 

440.00 

1,672.80 

513.40 

Total balance, 

1,416.27 
51.00 

1,350.00 
546.49 

4,970.00 
2,480.00 

160.00 
495.00 
969.22 
748.30 

27,929.00 
4,730.50 
1,714.65 
5,144.10 
1,284.00 
2,518.91 

90.00 
180.00 

2,296.00 
3,480.70 
4,778.63 

5.00 
460.00 
265.50 
895.00 
30.40 

132,827.00 
16,320.00 

200,000.00 
85,250.00 

693,500.00 
508,900.00 
156,000.00 
443,650.00 
131,722.25 
110,180.00 

2,520,545.46 
898,050.00 
95,890.90 

862,988.00 
170,400.00 
333,609.75 
29,000.00 
15,000.00 
78,400.00 

469,200.00 
465,000.00 
44,500.00 
4,500.00 

193,830.00 
89,500.00 
54,380.00 

380.00 
10.20 

160.00 

.10 
2,724.00 

2,007.00 

4.95 

10.00 

1,328. 27 
51.00 

970.00 
536.29 

4,895.00 
480.00 

215.00 
969.22 
748.20 

20,955.00 
4,730.50 

958.91 
2,804.00 
1,284.00 
2,282.09 

90.00 
150.00 
784.00 

3,163.25 
4,650.00 

5.00 
45.00 

265.50 
895.00 
30.40 

153,570.82 

Examined and verified. 

Treasury Department, 
Office of Internal Revenue, February 17, 1897.. 

Henry C. Boyd,. 
Chief of Stamp Division.. 
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10 REFUND OF CERTAIN INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXES* 

Statement B.—List of claimants named in H. R. 5908, from whom no claims appear to 
have been filed in Office of Internal Revenue. 

Name. 

Alligator Match Co    ...* *. 
Beecher & Sons, A.. 
Brown & Co., W. T.. 
Brown & Son, John J.. 
Bull, John (estate).. 
Curtiss & Sons, Jeremiah.. 
Curtiss & Brown Manufacturing Co 
Dougherty, Andrew. 
Dailey, Henry, jr. 
Drake & Co., P. H. 
Eichele & Co., A.. 
Griggs & Scott. 

Amount. Name. 

8105.00 
1,407.00 

830.00 
2,535.00 
1,278.00 
4,010.00 

49.50 
5,645.00 

220.13 
990.00 

3,527.00 
380.00 

Gates Sons, William... 
Hunt, L. G... 

Hartman & Co., S. B. 

Amount. 

8203.98 
155.00 
21.04 

345.68 
2,961.44 
2,436.00 
1,040.00 

400.00 
348.00 

7,000.00 
755.20 

Claimants who, while claiming certain amounts to be due as commissions, have failed to 
furnish data as to purchases of stamps. 

Barnes, Demas & Co.81,890.00 Loehr, John 84,521.44 

Claimants whose accounts with this office for stamps furnished have been settled by an 
allowance of compromise after suit, or which remain unsettled, showing balances due the 
United States. 

Name. Amount. Remarks. 

Richardson Match Co. 852,500.00 

7,299.68 
1,570.46 
2,578.89 

Allowed in compromise of suit for value of stamps pur¬ 
chased prior to 1879, and which are included in H. R. 5908. 

Balance due United States. 
Do. 
Do. 

Treasury Department, 
Ofjice of Internal Revenue, February 17, 1897. 

Henry C. Boyd, 
Chief of Stamp Division. 
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